
ED 118 580

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION

REPORT NO
PUB DATE
NOTE

!DRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

TRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME

TM 005 060

Gilimore, Gerald M.
Statistical Analyses of the Data from the First Year
of Use of the. Student Ratings Forms of the University
of Washington Instructional Assessment Syitem.
Washington Univ., Seattle. Educational, Assessment
Center:-
76-9; BA4 -P-503
Nov 75

AO.

27p.; A few pages of the text and Table -6 'contain
light print

MF-$0.83 Ht-$2.06 Plus Postage
*Cpllege Students; *Course 'Evaluation; Data Analysis;
*Data Collebtion; Evaluation Methods; Higher
Educatiotil Participant Satisfaction; Rating Scales;
*Statistical Analysis; *Student Attitudei; Student
Evaluation of 'Teacher Performance -

Instructional Assessment System; *University of
Washington *. .

Thislreport presents statistical anallses of data
der ved from the first year's use of the Instructionil Assedsment
Sys em. Included are: means, standard defiations, and several
rel ability estimateA for each item within each Tol'm;'intar-item

elations; and correlations of Items with non - evaluative
fables.` Among the major results discussed are the high item
iabilitieS for all but small classes, the high inter-item
relations and their implicatiOns foi use of ratingA results for

agnodis of instructional problems, asd the causal implidatiots of
tem correlations with non - evaluative variables, e.g., whether

students wanted to take'the course ad grade expected. .(Author)

1;

. 1 .

. '"*"...

0 ***********************************************************************°.
* Documents'acqn.ired by ERIC include Many informal unpublished *'

* materials totavailable from other soardes.'ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best.copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *

* reproducibility"areoften encauntered and this affects.the quality *

* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available' *

* via the EPIC Document Reproduction Servie (EDRS) . EDRS is not' *
* responsible for'the quality of the original document. Reproductions !I,

.

* supplied by.EDpS'are the best that .can be made from the original. *

*********************************ic*************************************
. . .

441



r

No

- I-

4.

L.

J

'ENG AL ASSp$MENT :CtNITEFI. _

University of Washington:1400 Ownp vs Parkway, P13730; Seattle, Wasilington.9*5-(264)43,1170

-D-SF ,Z-.I ,
_ _ ItistnICtional'Evaluation- -

Educational. Psycholcgical- andStiNey Research
.

Tedt Administratidn, Construction, Scoring, and Analydis
4 .

r



t.

e

iGi

q

Educatiodal Assessment Center

University of Washington

November'1975

76-9

Statistical Analyses of the Data from the First Year of

Use of the.Student Ratings Forms of the University

of Washington Instructional Assessment System

Gerald M. Gilitilbre

f

This report presents statistical itnalyses of data derived from the first.
year's use of the Inatruttional Assessment System. Included are:
standard deviationsi.ana several reliability estimates for item
each form; inter-item correlations; and correlations of ite:etith r
non-evaluative variables. Among the major results discussed are the,high,
item reliabilitiesor all but small classes,, the high inter -iteti corte-
titions and their implications for use of ratings results for diagnosis
of instructional problems,. anOthe causal implications of'item correlations
with non-evaluative variables, e.g. whether students wanted to trice the
course and-grade expected.

)(

Edugational Assessment Center Project: "'503
-

o.

-1 t

S



-

a.

, .

'Statistical Analyses of the Data from the First Year of Use of the

Student RatingsForms of the University of Washington

Instructional AisFssment System\

G.. M.. Gillmore

The systematic dollection and disse,ination.of evaluative information

from students concerning the courses which they Are enrolled is a

common occurrence in American Higher Education. The University of Washing-

ton (UW) as an institution, is a pioneer in this endeavor, with efforts*

dating back to the 1920's. During this period of time, data have been

collected from students-via a variety of means. For example, in 1951 a

procedure was implemented in which students at registration ranked their

istructors of the previous, term on the basieof:,aching terit.1 More

-common/over this time, and still prevalent on college campuses. is thev

single form containing a'series of evaluative statements about a course

and instructor, which is administered at or near 'the end of a course.
i

Students either indicate the extent of their agreement to each statement,

in the classical Likert Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree format, or

rate the "goodness" of thecourse in terms of each item.
4

The most iecent4major chnge ineehe Student Ratings program at the

UW occurred in the 611 of 1974, when the Ini4tructional Assessient Systems

f (IAS) was implemented. The purpose of this reRort is to preseatianalyses

of the data collected the first year of use. To achieve this purpose a

coherent manner; a s jl amount of description is necessary. The key !on-
\

cepts guiding the development of the system can be briefly stated as
.,.. , !

r

follows:
a

' 1

1
According to T.', F. Hodgson (1974), "The faculty quickly labeled'this

Procedure with thW ungraceful name of Dragnet, the program.fell from
favor, and after a few years was discarded by the administration"(p. 5).

. 2
Shelley Tucker, Helen Smith, and John McMillin, along with the author,

were responsible for the forms atd.the items within forms of the, system. *.

Jerry Edwards designed the optically scannable.input documents, and he and;
Ronald Stofer designed. and wrote the computer analysis system. The entire;
developmentll project was wholly funded by the University of Washington
Educatiaal'Assessment Center..

4
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6 First, there is an explicit reco nition the student ratings
can and duo serve multiple functions, nd the'same evaluative
questions are not necessarily appropriate for each. Secondly,
there is an explicit recognition that adequate diagnostic informa-
tion cannot be efficiekly provided instructors with use Of.a
common set of evaluative questions for all-classes (Gillmore,
1974t.p.,1)..

The impetus for the IAS came in part from the delineation of types of

infoimation yielded by student ratings found in Smock and Crooks (1974).

Also influential in a negative *regard was my experience with use of the
4

same evaluative items for the diversity ofclaeses found within a large

university.
4

The system contains five forms;,each tailored for a broad course

type. Form A was designed for small fecture-discussiOn classes; loom B

for large lectures; Form C for seminar- discussion classes; Form D for 14,,

problemrsolving classes, and Form E ,for skill-acquisition classes. Each

form has items within three sections, each with distinct instructions to

students. Section 1 contains 4 global evaluative items whose major pur-

pose is normative, i.e., to allow comparisons with various populations.

N!riiiksi'ltems are common to every. 'forma Section 2 contains 11 items that

are diagnostic in nature. They are designed to provide feedback to in,-

structors, useful for improving the course: These items are unique to

each form, although overlap is present. Section I contains 7 items which

are published for Student use, with'instructor permission. These items

are common to all forms. Thus, it is only Section 2, the diagnositc.
4

itemswhich change from form to form. 3 The items for all forms are

listed inhTabllss2 through 7 (pages 6 through 11).

All items use a six position response scale., The response position

labels aid their numerical Values are as follows: Excellent (5), Very

Good (4), Good (3), Fair (2), Poor (1), and Very Poor (0).

Additional information asked of students when they complete the

form is as follows:

3To be more precise, the forms contain two additional sections: space
for 8 optional, instructor-Chosen closed items and two open-ended ques=

c tions. Neither of these sections is relevant to the present discussion.,

U.
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When registering, was this h coursellyou wanted to take? Yes, Neutral,
N.,

'No. .-
.

.

Is this course: In your major, In your Minor or program requirement,r

3

A distribution requirement, An elective, Other.

Your class Freshman, Sophomore, Junior, Senior, Graduate, Othei.

Grade, you expect to receive: Al B, C, D, E, Pass.

The results to be presented in this report include the number of

classes in which each form was used at the UW and the average class sizes,.

the mean, standard deviat

correlations of the eleven

of the common items with s

size and level.

ertiT'and reliability of each item, the inter-item

common items (Sections 1 and 3) and 'correlations
0

elected non-evaluative variables such as class

Data - Source I.
4

All data presented-in this report are derived from courses

at UW in which the IAS was used. In most cases this is an exhaustive

,,sample of those using_ he system for the academic year 1974 -75, excluding

summer quaiter.4Whe e the data presented are not an exhaustive sample,

it will be so indicated. It is best to consider the data avcoming from

a non-rpm:Tin volunteer set of courses singe, strictly speaking, student

evaluatiot&of courses using IAS are not mandatory. However, faculty are

required by Faculty Senate regulations,to provide some evidence of teaching

effectiveness as pareived by students in any request for promotion or
, .

merit pay increase. Most faculty fulfill this obligation by using a form

of the IAS for some Or all* of their courses: Unquestionably, some academic

departments place more pressure on faculty to use the IAS than others.

About all that can be said for certain is that the sample ts.neither enaus-

tive of nor a random sample from all classes taught.

Results I
The number of classes in which each form was used is presented in

Table 1. Alto in Table 1 is the average Class size for each. Class size

is defined as the number of forms completelipwithin a given class, in this

case and throughout this report. These values are Almost sure to be some-

what less on an averav than the total enrollment due to absentees at the

r

s

'
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4

time of administration. However, they may be more representative of

1
a teal attendance, which A turn may be more iMppirtant than 'enrollmentln

rms of relationships t presented.
,

Table

v .

Number and Average Size of Glasses in which Each Form Was Used

Form NuMber ofc"
classes

q
'826 -46.35
. ,-.

667 e-4:446

D 558
1 182

E /
607 14:10

T
,.

`Total , 4373 22.76
. A

Average
class- size

1705 19.

#4
-Form A,,which was designed to be the' most general, was clearly'.

4

most Pori/1r choice, being selected for,39%* of the classes. The remaining

forms were roughly eqUivalent in usage. The form designed f se in

"large lecture' classes (B) was used by larger classes e average / as

expected. Both forms C and E tended to be used in fairly mall classes,

which again was as expected. /

. In Tables 2 threhh 7, means, standard deviations, and 3 reliability
.

estimates are presented for items within each of the forms and for the
4 4 ,

common items, rtors all forms. We will discuss the means and standard ,

ideviations:firEL, and tben turn to the reliability estimates. .-

. .

.4 Means anti standarAdeviations.' Means and standard deviations wPfe
4 -T

i

edalcalated for each itemusing the following'numeridal codes: Excellent.=

"5, Veit Goo = 4,'Good = 3, Fair = 2, Poor = 1, and Very Poor = 0. Thus the
- :

most favorable possible mean value is 5.0, and the least 1.10.0. Note that

the unit of'analysis is classed and taus the basic datum entered into

,.these particular calculatiOns is class means for given items.' Hence, the

means presented are in reality means of class Means and the standard

-f deviations are actually standard,deviations of class means. They are

11

4114q
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A

presented her mostly for their usefulness as Et reference for specific

questions whidh might.arise 'in thp reader's mind" However, some general

statemellts can be mad k.

5

If one compares t`+3ze four general items across forms, users of Form E

received_the highest average rating, 'Form C was next most favorably rated,

followed by A, B,fand D. One way analyseg of'variance show these differ-

ences to behighly statistically significant. However, this significance

w must be interpreted within the context of large numbers of classes entering

into the analysis.l'IntaCt, the specific form used only accounts for

abOut,five percent of the total variance. Thus, although there are average

differences, there is also a great deal of overlap-I

In designing the system, we felt that one of the outcomes of

distinguishing items for normative purposes from those for diagnostic pur-
,

poses would be that the latter would elicit more critical information from

students. If this were the case, ot.e would expect means for the diagnostic

item to tend to be, lower than the geheral items. The content of the items

is, of course, different, and thus, strictly speaking direct comparisons

cannot'be made. However, the item means within Section 2 are close in

value. to those in Section 1 for all forms but E, where they tend to be

somewhat smaller.

In Section 3,which like Section 1 has common items across all forms,.

Form E users were rated highest on the average on every item. This is an

interesting result considering the range of.aspects of a course covered by

these items. 4

Over all forms, item 20 received the lowest average rating (Evaluative

and grading techniques) while item 3 received the highest average (The

instructor's contribution to the course). The highest average rating given

any item was 4.20 for item 11 on Form E (Student confidence in instructor's

knowledge). The lowest average rating (3.15) was given to item 14 on Form

B (Interest level,of class sessions).

. The standard devritions'were quite consistent for-items bothvacross

forms and within forms. The range was from .45 for itei 2 on Form E to .70

for item 15 on Form C. Mok, however, fall within a tenth of a scale point

of each other.

3.,
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Reliability. The coefficients of reliability which are presented can

be interpreted as indices of inter-rater agreement, with-the raters in this

Case being the students within a class. Perfect reliability from this view-

point would be achieved when all students within each clasp gave the same

rating to that class, and there were differences between classes. Zero

reliability, on the other hand, would indicate that the rating given by a

student would not depend upon the class he was in.

The presence of reliable rad-alp-is essential to a successful system,

for without reliability there can be no validity. If the students who are

enrolled cannot demonstrate any consistency in hoW they rate the course,

then the resulting course mean ratings can have no meaning.

The reliability coefficients co be presented are intraclass

correlations4 (Ebel, 1951), and coefficients for a single rater were com-

puted using the following formula:

MS
B - 14SW

r-
MSB + (k-1)MS

w

where MS
B

is the' mean square between classes 11

MS is the mean square within classes

k is the average class size.

As the number of students who rate a class increases, the reliability

of the resulting class means also increases as a function of the Spearman-
; ,

Brown formula:

k(r1)
r
k

-

(k-1)r
1
+ 1

where rk is the reliability of a class with k students and

r
1

is the reliability of a single rater..

Reliabilities are presented for class sizes of one student, ten students

and 40 students. The reader can start with the value for one 'rater and

4
The-reliability coefficients can also be viewed as generalizability

estimates with items considered finite Ind raters infinite (Kane et al.,

1974).

A
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13

use the Spearman-3rown formula aboVe to compute it for any, size class. I

have chosen to present these values for a class of size 10, to represent a

typical small class, and for size 40, to represent a typical large class.

The reader is r ded thdt our unit of analysis is :the class, which.

is in reality a confoUn ing o4 an instructor with a course. There is no -

simple way"to separate these two`. The'reliabilities to be presented are

thomof classes, and as such give us information about the dependability

of class ratings. They do not giVe us.inforration.about the dependability

of ratings/of courses, e.g., Economics 201,ior Instructors, e.g., Professor

Doe.

The reliabilities for single raters vary from .15 for item 19 on Form

E to .34 for item 3 on Form C. For.classes of size 11, the reliabilities

range from .64 to .34, and for classes of 40 students, all reliabilities

are .38 and above. These data would seem to indicate that items of the

LAS are of adequate reliability for all but the very smallest of classes.

In general, the reliability estimates for Form C are somewhat higher
e2

than those for the oth forms. The reliabilities of items within Section

1 are also somewhat higher than of those within Sections 2 and 3. General
-

instructor effectiveness and course contribution seem to be the concepts

which are mops reliably rated.

Inter-item correlations. Classes with fewer than six respondents
6

have been elimina'ted from this analysis. As seen aboV7e, smaller classes
J.-

.. have less reliability. Hence, the instability of the class means in small

classes might unduly influence the magnof the correlation coefficients.

Inter -item correlations for the 22 items could be presented for each

of the forms. This yields, however, 1155 correlation coefficients which

is far more than any rational human being wants to know, not to mention

the awesome burden that places on a typist. We opted rather to present the

correlations among theell common items, across the 5 forms only, which

reduces the number of correlations to a more modest 55. Little information
\------

is lost as a result of the selection because items within forms tend to be

highly correlated, and there does not seem to be a great deal of change in

correlational patterns from One'form to another.'

To illustrate the high inter-item cohelations, the average off-diagonal

correlations between the 11 items of Section 2 for the five forms"is as



follows: Form A = .73; Form B = .77; Form C = ,7,24 Form D = .72; Form E =

.66.
I'

The correlations among the 11 general items',,4 from Section 1 and 7

from Section 3 across all forms are found in Table 9. One can immediately
.

note that the values tend to be fairly high, rangipg fr .54 (items 20 and

21) to .95 (items 3 and 4). Items 3 and 4 are tie general instructor items

and seem to be eliciting highly similar ratings.from students. If the

rating of the "Course as a whole" (item 1) is viowed as thl most general.oLy

items, it is interesting to note whic.h items correlate most highly with it:

The content of the course, amount learned in tai 'fi course, and the two

general instructor items, in that order.

A close look at the inter-item correlati4+Ct` reveals so e clystering.

Items 1,111t, 18, and 19 correlate with each o a bit hig er than they

correlate with the other items. Items 3, 4, ain 7 also'seem to go to-

gether. The former items deal with the course6nd its content, the latter

the instructor. Finally there is a slight tenHoncy for items 20, 21. and
ti

22 to form a cluster. These items have to do N.th grading, assigned work,

and student responsibilities. 1

The presence of these clusters seems satisfactory intuitively. However,

one should not overlook the magnitudes of all bb the inter-item correlations,

which are consiAtently high. In other words, the three clusters which have

been identified are highly correlated with each other.5

Correlations with Non-evaluative Variablesoc Previously, a list of

variables was presented which represented the information solicited from

students at the top of each form. To this list, we add some additional

variables, which also are not directly evaluative, but could be of interest.

Cl s size. Actually this variable is the number of qrms which were

filled 'ut within each class. This value is,not identical to class size,

but surely highly correlated. In fact, one could make the case that it is

actually more representative of the number of students who attend a given

5
One might wonder why factor analytic techniques were not applied to

these data. It is my contention that the full correlation matrix is much
more informative and less misleading than a factof loading matrix. In the
latter case, there is a distinct leveling and sharpening effect, especially
with.use of orthogonal rotations, which tend to distort the importance of
a general factor.

1 r
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class, and thus of greatee relevance. We also entered the sqbare root of

the above value into the analysis, thinking that the student's psycholog-

ical perception of the bigness of a class might not actually alinear

with the actual size, but rather increase as a function more closely

representing the square root, e.g., 100 seems twice as large as 25 for

instructional purposes, not four times as large.

Publicatilp questions. At the UW, instpeetors have a choice as to .

whether they want their results sent to their chairman, their dean, and

the results of items 16-22 published for student use. These decisions are

made at the time the forms are administered to the class by the instructor

and each decision is made independently of the other two. Each of the

three variables,was dichotomously scored, 0 if not published, 1 if pub-

lished. For the classes used in this study, the results of 3% of the

surveys were s ent to the chairman, 33% were sent to deans, and 53% were

published foislOdent use.

Course bevel. Finally, course level was entered.as a variable. We

used the first digit of the course number fOl- this vete% A the UW, 100

through 300 level courses are for undergraduates, with a ew graduate stir-

dents enrolled in 300 level courses. Four-hundred and 500 level courses are

for graduate students, with some advanced undergraduates enrolling in the
4

former. Even though students are asked if the course is within their major,

etc., at the top of each form, these data were not entered into the analysis

due to difficulty in scaling the item.6 Thus, we are:left with 9 variables,

the list of which, along with how each was coded 'for analysis, is presented/-"---

in Table 9. The correlations of these variables wit the 11 common

1 6
The reader should again recall that the unit of analysis is the course.

Thus, a si:41.2 value for each variable is entered into the correlations-for
each course. What this value could be for the major-elective variable is
not clear. Arguments could probably be made for using the modal response, k

-e
i.e.) let's consider thf course in terms of what the greatest number of
students are taking it for. gowever, this ignores all students who are
enrolled for a "non- modal" reason,- Also, we'could opt to define
tinuous type variable,which we could define as requiredness, o something
like that. However, any such construction placed upon this variable would
be potentially misleadtng. Thus, for the present study, l chose to ignore
it.
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evaluative items are presented in Table 10. Close examination A the

correlations of these variables with the items of the five individual forms

failed to yield much information beyond that shown by the correlations with
'V

the common items across all forms. As above, onlybthose classes in which

six or more students responded to a,given item are includedin, this/

' analysis.

From the correlations of the general evaldative items with the

selectkd non - evaluative variables, one can see that the highest values are

with the variable ''When enrolling, Was this a course you wanted to take?"

This is particularly impressive givet3 the fact the mean lorthis variable

was 2.73, thus revealing a high degree of positive esponSe. (These data

warmsevidence that by and large students at the UW to take the classes in
.er

which they are enrolled.) These, correlations are higher with the items

relating to the course and its content than those relating to the instruc-

tor and his decisions.

The average expected grade for a class is also positively correlated

4with all or'the common items. The highest corre ion is with "Evelliative

and gliding techniques" (r = .43), thus indicating that the hider the

average expected grade, the better liked the grading technique.

The Average class size and course level are generally correlated

positively, but small with all items except for Use of class time, which

is Akiptly negative. The largest correlatiqo for both variables is with

"Relevance and usefulness of course content." Apparently higher level

courses tend to be considered more relevant by students. Genrally, the

: w'correlations with "content" items are greater than with "instructor" 1 )1,),

0
items. Class size, on the other hkii*generally shows a small negative

correlatioia, with the correlations yielded by the square root transforma-

tion being' slightly larger in magnitude. The strongest relationship is

with the item)-"Instructor interest in whether students learned."

"Evaluative and grading techniques" is only slightly smaller.

. Finally, each of the three put;Ilifttion questions is correlated

positively with all items, although the magnitudes are consikently sma 1,

indicating Wet chairmen, deans,
aJ6
and students are not receiving a 'highl

ftt,

biased set of evaluations.
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Table

d/
,Non- evaluative Variables

Wanted o takeicoUrse4

Course level

>.°

Class

i

Expected grade

Response categories and code

Yes = 3
No = 1

Neutral.= 2

100 level = 1
200 level = 2
300 level = 3
400 level = 4
500 level

Freshmp = 1
Sophomor'e = 2

Junior = 3
Senior = 4

Graduate = 5

A =' 4y
B= 3
C = 2
D. = 1

E = 0
Fail = 0

Clads side Actual number -of questionnaires

Square root class size

Chairman copy

Dean copy

Q

Square root of above

Yes = 1
No or omit = 0'

Yes =
k
1

NO or omit = 0

Student report Yes = 1 _

No or Tr4 4d4 0 ,-'

21
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Able 10

Correlations between Commo4;Items and Selected Non-evaluative,'
.

Variableeicross All Forms*

Vab1e 1 3

Wanted to take course . .42 .4 4 ,
.
.29

Course level .09 .14;: .02

Class .10 :k '.03

Expected grade .34 .4 .25

Class size -.09 -S$ -.09

-.413 -.14

:,05 .06

,11.,,,,;140

1,09 .11

Square root class size -.15

Chairilanoaopy .05

'Dean copy, .11

:Student report' .09

Item

'4 16 17' 18 19 20 21 22

.29 '.29 .26 .41 .45 .26 .26 .24

.01 -.05 .05 .07 .18 .06 -.01 -.03

.03 -.04 ".07 .07 .17 .07 .01 -.02'

.28 4.1:7 .34
4

.31 :32 .43 .35 .31

-.07 -.03 -.17 -:11 -.11 -.16 -.11 -.06

-.12 -.07'-.23 -.16 -.I7 ....21 -.15 -.09

.06 .06 .06 .07 .06 .06 .03 .05

.11, .08 .08 .11 .12 .09 .07 .07,

.12 .11 .10 .11 .08 .10 .10 :12

*See Table 7 or 8 for it

A

obordings.
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Discussion

There are many potential areas'of discussion embedded in the analyses

which have been presented. I have chosen to focus on three such areas,

which are: the reliability of items, the extent to which items are diag-

nostic, and biases or factors outside the course and instructor which

might affect ratings.

The reliability of items. As mentioned earlier,'inter-rater

reliability is a very necessary attribute of a successful instrument.

Indeed, individual items should be evaluated in this regard and sub-standard

items discarded. Reliability is not sufficient, of course, since one can

reliably measure something which has no relationship to the p rpose of the

measurements.

Based on the data presented, two assertions seem warranted. First,

there are no 'bad" items in this regard, i.e., every item seems to have

adequate reliability. Even the least reliable item reaches '.64 with only

10 raters and .78 with 20 raters. Secondly, as results from smaller and

smaller classes are considered, more items becothe of questionable relia-

bility, and interpretation becomes more suspect.

It is also worth mentioning the tendency for the items from. Form C to

have higher reliabilities than those of the other forms, because this

might help dispel a myth extant within higher education. The myth is.that

seminar type classes are universally easy to teach and liked by students. °

°These data strongly suggest that students are able to consistently dis-

criminate good seminars, from their point of view, from less good seminars.

dents are able to better make this discrimination than they

of courses.

Section 2 itemslwere designed to be diagnostic. By thisI do not

necessarily mean that these items can reveal specific instructinal 'prob-

lems, but that these items can reveal areas of problems which can then be

looked at more closely. This corresponds to what Smock and Crooks (1974)

called level II items. Thes9 items can be contrasted with the general

items (Section 1) which are indicative of overall quality, but give no

hint of where the problems may lie.

2
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We hoped that the directionA given, to students for the items in

.Section 2' would elicit more critical information than yielded by items in

Section 1. It seemed reasonable to suspect that one could 6riticizeome-

one more easily in o;der to help him improve than if it would be.informa-

tion mostly useful in determining a person's promotion or termination.

mentioned in the results section, the closeness in magnitude of item means

between the sections indicates that this attempt was probably not

successful.
...

However, the items within Section 2 still could be achieving a

diagnostic function. In such a case, we 4ould expect an instructor to be .

rated favorably on some of the items in Section 2 and,not so favorably on

others. The mix would depend upon the extent of his instructional prob-

lems and the .specific items on a form. What we would not expect is all

items rated at a level roughly equal to the rating of the general item

for a given instructor. Equivalently, we would not expect high inter-item

correlatidhs within this section. But, as reported earlier, we do get

fairly high inter -item correlations. These correlations can be described

as a "halo" effect, which is "...the tendency, in making an estimate or

rating,of one characteristic f a person, to be influenced by another

characteristic or,by one's general impression of that person" (English &

English;11958, p. 236). Insofar as there is a halo effect operating, then

the items can not be diagnostic.

The dia714. versus halo question cannot be fully resolved from the

data at hand. Evpn though the inter-item correlations are 'hi here is

still specific variance within each item, that is,'variance attributable

neither to that which is in common with other variables nor to that which

is measurement error. Furthermpre, items with similar content correlate

more highly than items with dissimilar c ntent. To illbstrate, on Form A

item 7 (ExplanatieneA4astructor we e) rid item 8 (Instructor's abirtoo

to present alternative explanations en needed) correlated at .92. But

these two items correlated with item 13 (Encouragement given students to

express mselves) at .69 and '.72 respectively. Thus, there is some dif-

ferential responding by students.

Another point which can be made is that when thInking in terms of

a halo effect, it is easy to ldse sight of the possibility that one who

2 4
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does well in h = teaching in one area also tends to do well in, other areas,

and vice ers In other:words, the halo may be, in fact, an accurate

perception ..?11-fchoose to accept this view, but also allow for some
0" ,1;;;

exceptions Appen instructor may be strong in most areas, but weak

in a feW, ersa, then the pattern of correlations obtained is just

what we would xpect:

It seems o early to give up the notion thif student rating

information ca be diagnostic. On the other hand, there is reason for

pessimism in this regard. Certainly diagnostic clues may be provided by

tr.

open-ended comments from students. If these are followed by more

detailed and precise closed -ended questions, more successful diagnosis

may result. Further research is n4eded to determine the diagnostic value

of student ratings items both within /ion 2 and in gener 1.

Biases. One hope6 that ratings given a course arg__-rI lective of the

content and teaching of that course, and not influenced greatly by

non-instructional factors. We have isolated four variables which seem to

relate to ratings to a non-trivial extent: whether, when registering,

students wanted to take the class, expected grades, the evaluation form

used,, and class size. These are ordered in terms of apparent ipiportance.

Showing arelationship is one thing, however,And understanding it

causally is quite another.

THt--(wastion, "When registering, was this a course you wanted1Nto-

take?" seems to be the potentially most important. Not only does it

account for more variance yhan any of the others (almost 20% for some

items), it is also information which could be collected at the beginning

of the course, and later ratings could then be appropriately adjusted.

The causation can only go one way. The only reservation about this

variable is the extent to which the reputation of the course or instruc-

tor influences,whether or not students wnat to take it or him. If the

correlation were so explained, then clearly adjustments in end-of-course

ratings are not appropriate.

The relation. between ratings and expected grade is an explosive

issue. The arguthent goes that the way to get high ratings is to prbmise

students high grades. However, one could also argue that if students

like the course they will work harder and get better grades, or'a well
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taught codtse will result in both more learning, and'hence higher grades,

and high ratings. For any bf the above, a positive correlation would e4
result. -

The fact that instructors using Form E tend to get somewhat higher

ratings is equally fuzzy in interpretation. It is possible that there is

something inherent in skill-acquisition type courses which students like

better. Also, it is equally plausable that instructors ,teild,to-work a bit

harder to put this-type of course together, or perhaps tend tp be more

student oriented, which is reflected intheir willingness to teach this
+kind of course. If one chooses to make' any' of these arguments, he must

also be willing to make the same arOment in a negative sense concerning

problem solving courses, since they come out at the bottom of the heap.

One thing is clear. It is the course which is important, not the form,

since it is the common items on whiCh Form E users are higher, not the

diagnostic learns. Thus, the act of choosing Form E alone does not help

anybody'S ratings.

Finally, I mention class size. Th actuality, it is not a major

influence on ratings, possibly much less of an influence than people think.,

Perhaps the most intetesting aspect is that large classes do not

automatically lead to low ratings.

4p
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